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1 .Please review the specification for inconsistency since the terms "silicon" and 
"silicone" appear to be used to denote the same object or layer. An example appears at 
page 6, line 23. 

2The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bishop et al. (5,019,312) in view of Baron (4,954,209) as set forth in the rejection 
of claims 18 and 19 in the previous Office action. It is submitted that the exothermic 
reaction reported by Bishop et al., for example at column 1 , line 67, inherently results in 
at least some heat being applied to the mold, as in claim 26. Forming a mold from a 
conductive material, such as a metal, is well known in order to produce a mold cavity 
which retains its shape under pressures applied or built up during molding. 

4. Claims 20 and 27 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed October 23, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant first argues that Bishop's mold does not completely 
enclose the lay-up and the tubes at the joint and states that the halves of mold 22 
(Bishop) remain separated by layers of fabric 40 and the filler mixture 42 when the mold 
halves are bolted together. This is not persuasive because, to the examiner, the lay-up 
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and tube of Bishop are still completely enclosed by the mold, even when some fabric 
and filler material are located between mold halves or at the parting plane. 

Applicant then argues that the above-described positioning of layers by Bishop 
causes the mold to not exert its force evenly throughout the lug. But since the Bishop 
reference teaches at column 5, line 3 and 4 that "the two mold halves are firmly bolted 
or otherwise forced or secured together", it is the examiner's position that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that if sufficient clamping pressure is 
applied to the mold halves, force would be evenly exerted, as in claim 25, such that 
differential compaction, as asserted by Applicant, would tend not to occur. 

Applicant argues, in referring to Figure 6 of Bishop, that the lay-up does not form 
a continuous wrap around the tubes and all layers of fabric other than layers 40(a) and 
40(b) are not wrapped around tube 16. But layers 40(a) and 40(b) themselves would 
constitute a continuous wrap. 

Concerning Baron, Applicant argues that the technique is employed to mold large 
objects with simple geometries, lugs in bicycle frames are neither large nor of simple 
geometry, and it is not seen how the techniques of Baron's could be usefully applied to 
forming lugs for bicycle frames. But the view of the examiner is that it is well within the 
skill level of one of ordinary skill in the art to size silicon sheets appropriate for use in a 
smaller mold used for forming lugs. 

Applicant summarizes by asserting that neither Bishop nor Baron disclose (1 ) a 
lay-up that forms a continuous wrap around the tubes, (2) a mold whose inner surface 
completely encloses the lay-up . and the tubes at the joint and which has a lining of 
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silicon which is trapped between the inner surface and the enclosed lay-up and tubes, 
and (3) a mold (to) which the effect of applying heat to the interior of the mold causes 
the trapped silicon to expand against the mold's inner surface and compact the 
enclosed lay-up against the tubes evenly throughout the lug. But it is the examiner's 
position that these aspects are taught or suggested by the combination of Bishop et al. 
and Baron, as set forth previously. The examiner regards a parting line as an inner 
surface of a mold. 

Applicant also argues that using Baron's heated blankets in Bishop's mold does 
not result in the method of claim 25 as the blankets would simply be another layer and 
the mold's inner surface would not completely enclose the lay-up and the tubes at the 
joint. But, as expressed previously, the examiner's position is that Bishop et al. alone 
teach or suggest the claimed limitation of completely enclosing the lay-up and tubes. 

6.THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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7/Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allan Kuhns whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
1202. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 7:00 to 
5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273-8300. 

» 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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